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Department of Health Care Policy
and Financing

| ntroduction

The Department of Health Care Policy and Financing (DHCPF) was created as part
of therestructuring of state departments under HB93-1317 effective on July 1, 1994,
or thebeginning of Fiscal Year 1995. The Department isthe state agency responsible
for administering the federal Medicaid program, the federal program designed to
provide health services to eligible needy persons. DHCPF contracts with the
Department of Human Services for some services, such as determining individuals
eigibility for Medicaid services. The Medicaid grant is the largest federa program
administered by the State and is funded approximately equally by federa and state
genera funds. In Fiscal Year 1998 the Medicaid caseload was approximately
258,800, representing a decline from the previous year of about 3.8 percent. During
Fiscal Year 1998 the Department expended almost $1.67 billion and had 146 full-
time-equivalent staff (FTE), compared with $1.59 billionin expendituresand 133 FTE
in Fisca Year 1997.

During Fiscal Year 1998 the Department also worked on developing an expanded
children'shealthinsurance program for children through 18 years of age asauthorized
by HB97-1304, referred to asthe Children's Basic Health Plan. 1n October 1997 the
Department submitted the State's plan for children's health insurance to the federal
government in order to obtain federal funds for these types of programs under the
new federal Title XXI, the Children’ s Health Insurance Program.

The public accounting firm of Ernst & Young, LLP, performed the audit work at
DHCPF as of and for the fiscal year ended June 30, 1998. During its audit Ernst &
Young reviewed and tested DHCPF's internal controls over accounting and
administrative functions and federal programs, including compliance with state and
federal laws and regulations.

Obtain Approval for Cost Allocation Plan

Under federa regulations, entitiesthat receivefederal awards, referred to asgrantees,
may be reimbursed for a portion of indirect costs related to operating a federal
program. Indirect costs are similar to overhead costs (e.g., the purchasing or human
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resources function), or costs incurred by an entity that cannot be directly attributed
to asingle program or activity but provide some type of benefit to the program.

Federal regulations require that in order to receive reimbursement for a portion of
these indirect costs, the grantee must develop a cost allocation plan and submit it to
the appropriate federal oversight agency. The cost alocation plan describes the
agency's proposed method for distributing indirect costs across its programs and
thereby receiving reimbursement for some share of indirect costs. Thefederal agency
is responsible for reviewing the plan, negotiating any required changes with the
grantee, and, when acceptable, approving the plan. Similar to other state agencies,
the Department of Health Care Policy and Financing uses state general funds to pay
indirect costs and then receives reimbursement from the federal government for the
federa share.

Technically, an agency is required to have an approved cost allocation plan in place
before the start of itsfiscal year. However, delays may occur if significant changes
have taken place in the agency's structure or in its methodol ogy of allocating indirect
costs. If an agency does not have an approved plan for the period, it attempts to
reach atemporary agreement with thefederal oversight entity concerning how indirect
costs will be reimbursed until negotiations are compl eted.

After the federa entity approves the agency’s cost allocation plan, the amount of
indirect costs reimbursed to the grantee based on the temporary agreement must be
reviewed to ensure the amount received was appropriate based on the negotiated
methodology. Asaresult of thisreview, the grantee may need to repay moniesto the
federal government, or the grantee could be reimbursed additional amounts,
depending on whether the grantee has over- or underrecovered indirect costs during
the negotiating period. If the federal government believes that negotiations are not
proceeding appropriately, it can either disallow costs previously reimbursed, defer
reimbursement for any indirect costs until an approved plan isin place, or both.

The Department Has Not Had an Approved Plan
Since ltsInception in Fiscal Year 1995

Although the Department hastaken stepsto complete acost allocation plan, it hasnot
had an approved plan in place sincethe agency'sinception on July 1, 1994. For Fisca
Y ear 1995theU.S. Department of Health and Human Servicesapproved atemporary
rate of 10.71 percent of the pool of direct program costs, which was defined asdirect
program salaries and benefits. This was the same rate that was used for Medicaid
under the former Department of Socia Services, which was responsible for the state
Medicaid program through Fiscal Y ear 1994.
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In Fiscal Year 1996, responsibility for the approval of the Department’s plan was
transferred to the Health Care Finance Administration (HCFA), thefederal Medicaid
agency. HCFA required that the Department directly charge all indirect costs to
programs based on some reasonable alocation of these costs, rather than using an
indirect cost rate. Therefore, sincethe beginning of Fiscal Y ear 1996 the Department
has received reimbursement for indirect costs based on allocating these costs directly
to its programs.

Staff report that very little of the Department’s expenditures are for non-Medicaid
programs, they estimate that roughly less than 1 percent of the Department’'s
expenditures were for non-Medicaid programs during Fiscal Y ears 1996 and 1997.
Therefore, although the Department did not have an approved cost allocation plan,
staff believe that the amount of indirect cost recoveries received from the federal
government isreasonable. Beginning with Fiscal Y ear 1998, however, staff indicate
that the allocation process became more complex because the Department became
responsible for the federal Children’s Health Insurance Program and severa other
smaller federal programs and private grants.

The Department reports that it has collected an average of $1.5 million to $1.75
millioninindirect cost recoveriesannually from federal programs, or about $6 million
to $7 million from Fiscal Year 1995 through Fiscal Year 1998. The federal Health
Care Finance Administration has indicated that if the Department does not complete
the submission of its cost alocation plan in the next severa months and if an
agreement is not reached, HCFA will consider deferring future requests for
reimbursement of indirect costs. If this occurs, until a plan is approved the
Department would no longer be reimbursed for the state general funds used to pay the
indirect costs related to federal programs.

Department Has Taken Stepsto Obtain an Approved
Plan

There are two primary components that DHCPF must submit to the federa
government in order for negotiations to be completed and for a plan to be approved.

* The Department must submit a narrative describing the model that will be
used to alocate indirect coststo federal programs and obtain reimbursement
for a share of these costs.

* The Department must complete a reconciliation showing that the amount of
indirect costs that would have been collected by DHCPF under the proposed
model is reasonably similar to the actual share of indirect costs incurred for
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federal programsduring aspecific period. Normally, thesereconciliationsare
done for each fiscal year.

In May 1998 the Department met the first requirement and submitted the narrative to
the federal government. At that time it also furnished a reconciliation of proposed
and actual indirect cost reimbursements through 11 months of Fiscal Year 1997.
However, it has not been able to complete the reconciliation for the entire year.
Although HCFA has been receptive to the narrative furnished by the Department, it
will not negotiate and approve a plan until acompleted reconciliation for Fiscal Y ear
1997 is submitted, and it has assessed the reconciliation.

Various Factors Have Delayed Completion of the Cost
Allocation Plan

The Department reports that there are several reasonsfor the delay in submitting the
necessary materials to the federal government. These include delays encountered
because the Department brought in a contractor to devel op software for the plan; the
changein federal oversight agenciesfrom the U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services to HCFA; and problems with earlier efforts to perform reconciliations
between the proposed model and actual costs for Fiscal Years 1995 and 1996.
DHCPF staff indicate that they were unableto do the Fiscal Y ear 1995 reconciliation
because some microfiche had been misplaced and not all necessary data were
avallable. Staff reported the Fiscal Year 1996 reconciliation was not completed
because the Department reorganized during the year, and the resulting lack of
consistency in recording costs throughout the year made it very difficult and time-
consuming to track costs needed for thereconciliation. Asaresult of these problems,
during Fiscal Year 1998 HCFA agreed to allow the Department to perform the
required reconciliation for Fiscal Year 1997. If the Department can complete the
Fisca Y ear 1997 reconciliation to HCFA's satisfaction, that year will be used to make
grossadjustmentsfor Fiscal Years1995, 1996, and 1997. Negotiationsregarding the
Fisca Year 1998 plan must then be completed. Since Fiscal Year 1998 is the first
year that the Department has administered the federal Title XXI grant, the
Department believes the agreement reached with HCFA for allocating costsin Fiscal
Y ear 1998 should be applicable to Fisca Y ear 1999 and future fiscal years with few,
if any, adjustments.

DHCPF staff state that the primary problem in completing the Fiscal Year 1997
reconciliation is that the Department has not allocated sufficient staff resources to
completethereconciliationinamoretimely manner. Staff statethat thereconciliation
is now considered a priority and plan to complete and submit it to the federal
government during February 1999.
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Staff from both the Department and from HCFA indicate that it isimperative for the
Department to have an approved cost allocation plan in place, not only because of the
need to resolve this lengthy process, but because the Department's operations are
becoming increasingly varied asaresult of taking on other responsibilitiesin addition
to the Medicaid program. This increases the complexity of the allocation process
used for theindirect costs. |f an agreed-upon method of allocation isnot reached, the
possibility of federal deferrals or disallowances could increase. Conversely, the
Department could risk underrecovering indirect costs from the federal government.

Recommendation No. 1:

The Department of Health Care Policy and Financing should prioritize the completion
of itscost allocation plan and take the necessary steps to obtain approval from the
federa Health Care Finance Administration for the plans for Fiscal Years 1995
through 1999.

Department of Health Care Policy and Financing
Response:

Agree. The Department will make every effort to complete, negotiate, and
obtain federal approval of cost allocation plans for the identified years. We
will submit the necessary datato the federal government for Fiscal Y ear 1997
by March 5, 1999. If approved, this data will be used to settle the cost for
Fiscal Years 1995 through 1997. As soon as those years are resolved, the
Department will pursue amending the plan for Fiscal Year 1998 and future
years to reflect the changes in the Department that occurred in Fiscal Y ear
1998. We will make every effort to have the amendment approved by the
federal government by December 31, 1999. Thistimelineisdependent on our
ability to work with the appropriate federal representatives and to negotiate
and obtain approvals. We will work diligently to obtain these approvals.
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The Department of Higher Education was established under Section 21-1-114, C.R.S,, and includes
al public higher education ingtitutions in the State. It aso includes the Auraria Higher Education
Center, the Colorado Advanced Technology Institute, the Colorado Commission on Higher
Education, the Colorado Council on the Arts, the Colorado Student Loan Division, the Colorado
Historical Society, and the Division of Private Occupational Schools.

The State has 25 publicinstitutions of higher education that are governed by six different boards. The
governing boards and the schools they oversee are:

Board of Regents of the University of Colorado
University of Colorado at Boulder
University of Colorado at Colorado Springs
University of Colorado at Denver
Health Sciences Center

o StateBoard of Agriculture - Colorado State University System
Colorado State University
Fort Lewis College
University of Southern Colorado

» Trusteesof the State Colleges of Colorado
Adams State College
Mesa State College
Metropolitan State College of Denver
Western State College

» StateBoard for Community Colleges and Occupational Education (SBCCOE)
13 Community Colleges

e Trusteesof the University of Northern Colorado
University of Northern Colorado

e Trusteesof the Colorado School of Mines
Colorado School of Mines
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The following graphs depict comparative data between the governing boards of the
State's colleges and universities.

Fiscal Year 1998
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Board of Regents of the University of
Colorado

The Board of Regentsis constitutionally charged with the general supervision of the
University and the exclusive control and direction of all funds of and appropriations
to the University, unless otherwise provided by law. The University consists of four
campuses. Boulder, Health Sciences Center, Denver, and Colorado Springs, as well
as central administrative offices. Within the four campuses, 16 schools and colleges
offer more than 140 fields of study at the undergraduate level and 100 fields at the
graduate level.

University of Colorado

The University of Colorado was authorized on November 7, 1861, by the Act of the
Territorial Government. When Colorado became a state in 1876, the University was
declared an ingtitution of the State of Colorado.

The following comment was prepared by the public accounting firm of KPMG LLP,
who performed work at the University of Colorado.

Proceduresto Calculate Student Financial Aid
Refunds at Boulder Should Be Followed and
M onitor ed

TheFederal Sudent Financial Aid Handbook (Code of Federal Regulations Title 34,
Chapter 1V, Section 668.22) states that every school participating in the federal
student financial aid program must have afair and equitable refund policy. Further,
the school must compare the federal refund policy refund (which is set forth in the
Handbook) with the refund amount under its own institutional refund policy. Then,
the school must offer the larger amount cal culated by either of these to studentswho
receive Title 1V aid and are not first-time students.

Currently, the Student Financia Aid Department at the Boulder campus is only
performing a calculation under their institutional policy for all first-time students and
not also under the federal policy as required by federal regulations. Thus, Boulder
needs to ensure procedures, that include a calculation in accordance with the federal
refund policy, are followed and monitored to ensure compliance with federal
regulations and minimize the related exposures for noncompliance.
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Recommendation No. 2:

The University of Colorado should ensure procedures to calculate student financial
aid refunds are in accordance with both the institutional and federal refund policies
and are appropriately monitored.

University of Colorado Response:

The University of Colorado at Boulder concurs. The Boulder Campus
Bursar’ s Office has completed a refund calculation for continuing students
under the federa refund policy for Fiscal Year 1997-98. Under that
calculation, an additiona $1,737 in refund amounts were due to the federa
government. To ensure the federal refund policy is considered in the future,
the Bursar’s Office has revised its refund worksheets to include the federa
calculation for al continuing students. The implementation date is October
1998.

State Board of Agriculture

The State Board of Agriculture has control and supervision of three distinct
ingtitutions: Colorado State University — aland-grant university; Fort Lewis College
— a liberd arts college; and the University of Southern Colorado — a regional
university with a polytechnic emphasis. The Board is also responsible for the
Colorado State University Agricultural Experiment Station, the Cooperative
Extension Service, and the Colorado State Forest Service.

The Board administers the State Board of Agriculture Fund located at the State
Treasury. TheBoard isauthorizedtofix tuition, pay expenses, and hireofficials. The
chief academic and administrative officers are the Chancellor of the Colorado State
University System and the President of each ingtitution.

Colorado State University System

Colorado State University, Fort Lewis College, and the University of Southern
Colorado have been consolidated asasingle financial reporting entity —the Colorado
State University System (CSUS).
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Fort Lewis College

The following comment was prepared by the public accounting firm of Chadwick,
Steinkirchner, Davis & Co., who performed the work at Fort Lewis College.

Federal Pell Grant Program (CFDA No. 84.063)

The College awarded and paid eight students Pell Grants, totaling $13,025, for which
it has not received either funds or credit as proper expenditures from the U.S.
Department of Education. The problem originated because the students miscoded
certain information on their financial aid applications. The College tried to transmit
corrected information to the federa system before the final date for adjustments,
September 30, 1998. However, the final date was changed to August 15, 1998, and
the College was unaware of the change and did not meet the deadline.

Recommendation No. 3:

Fort Lewis College should perform the proceduresrequired by Dear Colleague L etter
P-97-2 to have the funds reimbursed. These procedures involve having the College's
independent auditor certify, via an attestation procedure, that the students were
entitled to the Pell funds awarded and the submission of aFederal Pell Grant Program
Increase Award Report by the College for the 97-98 award year.

Fort Lewis College Response:

Agree. The College is in the process of complying with the referenced
requirements.

University of Southern Colorado

The following comment was prepared by the public accounting firm of Baird Kurtz
& Dobson, who performed work at the University of Southern Colorado.

| mproper Pell Award
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We tested compliance with Student Financial Aid requirements related to the Pell
Program (CFDA 84.063). We selected a sample of 30 students, who received
$83,113, out of 2,117 who received a total of $3,256,080 in Pell awards. Two
students in our sample had an overaward of Pell funds. Both instances related to the
amount reported on the Student Aid Report (SAR). SARs are randomly selected for
verification by the outside processor. If selected, the University isrequired to obtain
verification of family income reported in the SAR and to correct discrepancies. For
two of the students in our sample, discrepancies between the SAR and verified
information were not changed. The difference resulted in miscaculation of the
students' expected family contribution and ultimately a difference in the Pell award.
The total overaward of Pell, which should be reimbursed to the Department of
Education for these two students, was $1,650.

Recommendation No. 4:

The University of Southern Colorado should enhance the review processfor Student
Aid Report verification to ensure proper entry of changed information in the Student
Aid Report.

Univer sity of Southern Colorado Response:

Agree. A new financial aid information management system has been
installed. The system hasbuilt-in editsthat should prevent verification-related
errors.  Student Financial Services will monitor the revised verification
process to ensure the appropriate changes are made. The overawards have
been repaid to the Pell fund.

Trustees of the University of Northern
Colorado

The Board of Trusteesisthe governing body of the University of Northern Colorado
and is composed of seven members appointed by the Governor, with consent of the
Senate, for four-year terms; one faculty member elected by the faculty; and one
student member elected by the student bodly.

University of Northern Colorado
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The University of Northern Colorado seeks to provide all students with a broad
general education as well as preparation for selected professions within the fields of
business, education, health sciences, music, and related areas. Historically, aprincipal
emphasis has been preparing students for careers in education.

The following comment was prepared by the public accounting firm of Anderson &
Whitney, P.C., who performed work at the University of Northern Colorado.

Refine Refund and Repayment Policies

When afinancial aid recipient withdraws from the University, arefund of University
charges to the financial aid programs (CFDA Student Financia Aid cluster) or a
repayment by the student of funds advanced for living expenses may be required.
Refund and repayment methodol ogies are determined by federal regulation.

TheUniversity’ srefund and repayment policy isinaccuratein that repayment amounts
are not related to the amount of living expenses incurred as required, and cash paid
by the student towardsinstitutional costsisnot appropriately considered intherefund
calculation. As a result, five of the sixteen refunds and repayments tested were
incorrect by atotal of $1,904.

Recommendation No. 5:

TheUniversity of Northern Colorado’ srefund and repayment policiesand calculation
worksheets should be revised to properly reflect federa requirements.

University of Northern Colorado Response;

Agree. The refund and repayment process has been revised. (Implemented,
September 1998).




